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FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 22 June. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [12.07 pm]:  I had the opportunity last night of making a start 
on this legislation.  I referred in part to the twelfth report of the Standing Committee on Public Administration 
and Finance, which considered this particular bill in the past few weeks.  The report of the committee was tabled 
on Tuesday of this week in the house.  I made particular reference to the fourth appendix of the report, which is a 
letter from the Department of Treasury and Finance that outlines the pro forma of the contents of the proposed 
annual report on state finances, and is an important part of understanding what is proposed in this legislation. 

When this bill was first introduced into the house, I indicated informally that unless it went to a committee and 
we were able to have officers from the Department of Treasury and Finance and other departments come before 
a committee to discuss this bill, to handle it on the floor of the house may have taken a considerable time.  The 
fact that it was referred to a committee by the Leader of the House and the fact that the committee met on a 
number of occasions and was able to make inquiries into the bill will enable us to shortcut the required debate in 
the chamber.  Without trying to shortcut the debate unnecessarily, I am aware that the amendments that will be 
moved later on during the committee stage will require agreement by the Legislative Assembly.  As one of the 
amendments involves the twenty-seventh pay for this financial year, the government is keen to see the bill 
returned to the Legislative Assembly as early as possible this afternoon so that the matter can be considered by 
the Assembly and, if agreed, the bill can receive the royal assent in as short a time as is practicable.  The reason I 
say that is that we are dealing with the twenty-seventh pay.   

The Financial Administration and Audit Act at the moment provides for a suspense account to be established that 
enables the various departments to pay on an annual basis an amount into that suspense account for a period of 
approximately 10 years.  This twenty-seventh pay generally occurs once in every decade or thereabouts.  When 
the twenty-seventh pay occurs in a given year, there is a need to draw on that suspense account and have the 
moneys returned, so to speak, to the respective departments so that that can be used for that twenty-seventh pay.   

Section 27 of the Financial Administration and Audit Act deals with transfers to suspense accounts.  Section 
27(2) in its present form states - 

The Treasurer may direct that such amounts as may be required to provide in a financial year for 
payment of salaries and wages for a 27th fortnightly and 53rd weekly pay period occurring in a future 
financial year shall be charged against the appropriate Consolidated Fund items and transferred to a 
suspense account; and every such transfer shall be deemed a payment correctly chargeable against such 
items for that financial year. 

Section 27(2) has to be contrasted with section 27(1), which deals with the establishment of suspense accounts or 
general suspense accounts.  Section 27(1a) states - 

Moneys standing to the credit of a suspense account under subsection (1) may be transferred as and 
when needed for application in connection with any relevant commitment and, subject to subsection (3), 
are not to be applied in any other way. 

Point of Order 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Mr President, I draw your attention to the state of the house. 

The PRESIDENT:  A quorum is present. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Just for completeness, the subsection (3) mentioned in subsection (1a) states - 

The sum or sums standing to the credit of every suspense account to which a sum is transferred under 
this section shall be credited to the Consolidated Fund at such time or times as the Treasurer directs. 

Currently, section 27(2) does not have a provision that would enable moneys to be drawn from the twenty-
seventh fortnightly pay suspense account, and an amendment is contained in the bill before the house to enable 
the release of that money.  As the amendment deals specifically with the provisions of section 27(2) and will 
enable the payment of those moneys, the opposition does not have any objection to that part of the bill.  
However, when this matter was discussed with Treasury it became obvious that advice on the twenty-seventh 
fortnightly pay suspense account - that the money was unlikely to be able to be validly withdrawn without some 
legislative amendment - has been known for many years.  In fact, I can remember that the matter was raised 
when the Court coalition government was in office.  When I was a minister there was a query on this issue, 
although it was really brought to a head by some amendments to section 27(1) made some years ago.  We will 
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not dwell on that, however, because we have given a commitment to the government to agree to the twenty-
seventh pay measures.  I do not want to shortcut the debate, but I recognise that it would be convenient for the 
government if the bill were returned to the Legislative Assembly this afternoon so that it can be dealt with to 
enable Treasury to get on with the job of utilising that suspense account.   

I was talking yesterday about the intention in the bill to abolish three reports.  The first of these is the cash-based 
Treasurer’s annual statement, and members will be aware that that statement is subject to audit.  The second is 
the unaudited government financial results report, which is prepared on an accrual basis in accordance with 
Government Finance Statistics.  The third report to be abolished is the consolidated financial statements, which, 
although it is said they are not required by legislation, are prepared in accordance with Australian accounting 
standards and are audited.  The question of whether or not these reports are required by legislation is interesting.  
There is an argument that no specific legislation directs that such statements be prepared.  However, there is a 
requirement in the Constitution that a consolidated fund be established.  One would assume that, for 
completeness, financial statements relating to that consolidated fund would be required to be produced.  That 
would be implicit in the establishment of the fund, but the point is made that there is no express legislation that 
requires a consolidated fund statement in its present form to be established. 

With the abolition of those three reports, it is proposed that there be a single report to be known as the annual 
report on state finances.  It will be subject to audit by the Auditor General, and it is proposed that it be released 
within 90 days of the end of the financial year.  The bill, in its present form, talks about the report being released 
in a form prescribed by regulations, and there is an indication that those regulations could specify a phase-in 
period beginning with, say, 150 days, then 120 days and 105 days, being reduced finally to 90 days over a 
number of years.  Discussions with the Department of Treasury and Finance indicate that that would be a 
convenient way of dealing with it.  Members may be aware that the Australian Stock Exchange requires its 
companies to report within 60 days, and, in normal circumstances, 90 days would seem to be an adequate time in 
which to have reports completed and tabled.  In fact, some departments are very efficient in completing their 
reports and having them cleared by the Auditor General.  However, some other departments are less efficient, 
and the phase-in period was to have some regard for those less efficient departments.  There is a general view, 
however, that all departments should eventually comply with the 90-day rule.  When the 90-day period is unable 
to be achieved, the legislation requires that the minister advise Parliament of the inability to meet the 90-day 
deadline.  The opposition will propose an amendment to slightly enlarge that provision by requiring the minister 
also to provide an anticipated date for the report.  Rather than simply saying that the department is unable to 
comply with the 90-day rule and leaving it at that, we believe that there should be some indication of when the 
report is to be tabled.   

It is proposed that the annual report on state finances be in the form of a single report.  It is said that that in itself 
may reduce some confusion.  It will be directly comparable to the Government Financial Statistics and the 
audited Australian accounting standards.  I have indicated that there will be a 90-day deadline, and at the 
moment there is a proposed phase-in period, but we can discuss that further in committee.  It is generally 
conceded by most that this new reporting requirement will be consistent with the best practice in other states.  I 
have had the opportunity of speaking to the two major national accounting bodies in Western Australia.  They 
indicate that they generally favour the proposed annual report on state finances and believe that it will become an 
adequate report.  Some people have been dealing with the government financial results report, the consolidated 
financial statement and the Treasurer’s annual statement for a long time and are somewhat attached to those 
reports, but there will be a need to move across to the new reporting form.   

Appendix 4 of the committee’s report sets out what will be and what will not be in the report, when it is 
compared with the three reports that are to be abolished.  The opposition has said, informally, to Treasury that 
we intend to monitor the situation.  If we believe that there is a need for additional material to be included in 
future annual reports, we will advise Parliament accordingly with a view to having that additional material 
included.  For the time being, however, we are prepared to take matters on face value and in good faith.  I 
acknowledge that the Department of Treasury and Finance has advised that it will not be reticent in providing 
additional information if it can be shown that the additional information serves a purpose. 

At the moment we have the quarterly financial results report and the Treasurer’s quarterly statements.  They are 
to be abolished and replaced with a quarterly financial results report which is government finance statistics based 
and which is provided on an accrual basis with a legislative deadline of 60 days.  The bill provides a phase-in 
period to be prescribed.  It is the opposition’s view that we should move straight to the 60-day period, 
recognising that there is a qualification within the bill that enables the minister to advise the Parliament if that 
time period cannot be met for some reason or another.  I should indicate that by abolishing those reports and 
creating the new proposed report, existing division 12 of the Financial Administration and Audit Act must be 
repealed.  That division deals with Treasurer’s reports and specifically requires certain reports to be published.  
Division 13 deals with reports of accountable officers and departments and is also to be repealed and substituted 
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with other provisions within the bill.  I have dealt with the twenty-seventh pay.  I indicate to members that in the 
committee’s report is a letter from the State Solicitor’s Office that indicates its view about the need to amend 
section 27.  The advice is not contentious in so much as the opposition believes an amendment should be made 
to section 27(2) to enable the money I have previously mentioned to be released.  An amount of approximately 
$105 million is to be drawn from the fortnightly pay suspense account. 

Another important area deals with the principal accounting officers.  Currently principal accounting officers are 
dealt with under section 56 of the Financial Administration and Audit Act.  Members who look at subsection 
56(2) will see that the duties of a principal accounting officer for a department or statutory authority are set out 
in some detail and require the principal accounting officer to do certain things.  It is proposed to repeal section 
56 of the existing act and insert a new section 56 to be headed “chief finance officer”.  The duties and 
responsibilities of the chief finance officer are somewhat different from the duties of the old principal accounting 
officer.  In the opposition’s view, they are somewhat general and vague.  There has been some discussion about 
whether these particular duties need to be tightened; in particular, one of the national accounting bodies has 
surveyed its members to seek their views on the proposed changes that appear in this bill.  The Institute of 
Chartered Accountants in Australia has been liaising with officers of the Department of Treasury and Finance on 
a number of changes to financial reporting methods and the reports that ensue.  It has had the opportunity also of 
considering some other issues, one of which is the proposed change to the principal accounting officer’s duties.  
The house’s Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance had the opportunity of considering this 
bill, as well as some correspondence between the Institute of Chartered Accountants and the Department of 
Treasury and Finance.  The Institute of Chartered Accountants is not impressed with the current proposals.  It 
believes that in general terms the provisions of the functions of the chief finance officer are vague, and the 
opposition agrees with that proposition.  The Institute of Chartered Accountants recommended to the Department 
of Treasury and Finance that some of these duties and functions need tightening.  The response from the 
Department of Treasury and Finance was that it agreed there is a need to make some change to the duties of the 
principal accounting officer and that these changes, although not perfect, are necessary to ensure a proper 
accounting standard, particularly with regard to the government’s policy decision to develop an office of shared 
services.  The Department of Treasury and Finance has advised the Institute of Chartered Accounts that 
additional changes will be made to the role of the chief finance officer and that the views of the Institute of 
Chartered Accountants will be further considered when those amendments are made.  In discussions I have had 
with the Institute of Chartered Accountants, it has indicated that it believes it has been left out of the loop to a 
degree with regard to the discussions on the state public sector financial management skills.  This matter has 
been raised with the Department of Treasury and Finance.  From the discussions I have had, I expect that there 
will be greater liaison between the two bodies.  They both know from where each other is coming, but this bill 
appears to have been somewhat rushed and has not included many propositions advanced by the Institute of 
Chartered Accountants.   

The Department of Treasury and Finance does not agree with all the propositions of the Institute of Chartered 
Accountants in their specific form, although there is a clear understanding of the direction that the Institute of 
Chartered Accountants is taking.  Some in the Department of Treasury and Finance argue that that direction is 
more suited to the private sector rather than to public sector finance procedures.  The Department of Treasury 
and Finance understands the general trend and direction upon which the Institute of Chartered Accountants is 
commenting.  In that regard, the opposition will monitor the situation.  I place it on record so that it is very clear 
that we believe the duties and functions of the principal accounting officers as set out in section 56 are specific 
and impose a statutory obligation on a person who is nominated as a principal accounting officer to carry out 
those duties in a particular manner and to a particular standard.  Although the duties of the chief finance officer 
are set out in the bill, they are not in as direct terms as we would like; therefore, we will monitor the situation to 
see whether additional changes are required.  We recognise that the Department of Treasury and Finance has 
acknowledged that amendments will be made to this area in due course.  I understand that those amendments 
will be made as part of the rewrite of the Financial Administration and Audit Act, which we all recognise is now 
20 years old.  That is not to say it is a bad act; however, accounting standards and general procedures have 
moved on since the FAAA was introduced 20 years ago.  In that regard, areas need upgrading. 

Another area that I will point to is the amendment that deals with the Parliamentary Services Department.  At the 
moment, section 3(2) of the Financial Administration Act deals with the Parliament and states - 

Notwithstanding the definition of “department” in subsection (1), regulations under this Act may 
provide that the administration of - 

(a) the Legislative Assembly; 

(b) the Legislative Council; 

(c) the Joint House Committee; 
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(d) the Joint Printing Committee; 

(e) the Joint Library Committee; 

(f) the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations; and 

(g) the Information Commissioner, 

shall be deemed to constitute one or more departments for the purposes of this Act. 

It is proposed to delete paragraphs (c), (d) and (e) of subsection (2) and substitute in their place a new subclause 
(2)(c) - “the Parliamentary Services Department”.  That will reflect a change that occurred in the general 
management of the Parliament some years ago, when the Joint House Committee, the Joint Printing Committee 
and the Joint Library Committee were abolished as separate entities, and their roles were subsumed within the 
new Parliamentary Services Department.  In that regard, whilst the issue had been raised that there may be a 
takeover, so to speak, of responsibility in providing information from the Parliament itself to the Parliamentary 
Services Department, we recognise that the change reflects a change in name and style, rather than anything of 
greater substance. 
With those comments, I indicate that we will not oppose the bill.  I will not state our position in terms of support, 
save and except the twenty-seventh pay issue, which we believe should occur.  We reserve our judgment in 
respect of the adequacy of the annual report on state finances.  We recognise that additional work is to be done 
for the position of chief finance officer, and we have amendments on the notice paper that will enable the 
changes that are proposed for reporting deadlines to be brought back to 90 days, rather than having a staged or 
phased-in position.  The advice of the Auditor General, which is contained in the report of the standing 
committee that considered this bill, is that the department believes that we can go straight to 90 days, that there 
would be no great stress in doing that, recognising of course that if a department or agency cannot for some 
reason achieve that time line, the minister would advise the house accordingly.  In that regard, that is the 
opposition’s position.   

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [12.33 pm]:  I rise to make some comments on the Financial 
Administration Legislation Amendment Bill 2005 on behalf of the Greens (WA) and to put on record our 
reservations about the bill.  We will not be opposing the bill, but we will be seeking to amend it, in not dissimilar 
terms to those outlined by Hon George Cash.  The explanatory memorandum to the bill states, on page 1 - 

3. In summary the Bill: 

(i) Reduces the number of reports by the Treasurer; 

(ii) Progressively brings forward the timing of reports by the Treasurer and agencies (i.e. 
both departments and statutory authorities); 

(iii) Amends the title and role of Principal Accounting Officers; 

(iv) Facilitates agency access to moneys held in the 27th pay suspense account; and 

(v) Corrects the name in legislation of the Parliamentary Services Department. 
In a nutshell, that is what this bill seeks to do.  This bill is significant.  It deals with state finances and with 
matters to do with transparency, access to information, the quality of that information and accountability.  When 
the bill was first tabled, we raised our concerns about whether the changes to reporting requirements took 
anything away that was currently available to the public, or whether some information would be more obscure or 
even hidden from public access, and primarily that was the reason for its referral to the Standing Committee on 
Public Administration and Finance.  I greatly appreciate that the committee has inquired into this bill and has 
produced a report which, although it does not provide specific recommendations, has assisted me in tackling the 
Greens’ concerns.  It is an important area, and it is important that this house is comfortable that the information 
regarding state finances is provided in a timely way and is also as accessible as possible to people who might 
want to scrutinise it.  Therefore, it is an important bill. 

The rationale for this bill is best explained on page 2 of the report by the Standing Committee on Public 
Administration and Finance, which states - 

3.1 Department of Treasury and Finance witnesses confirmed that the Bill was initiated by DTF.  
It contains 46 clauses in four Parts.  The Second Reading Speech indicates that the principal 
purpose of the Bill is to consolidate and streamline annual financial reporting by the Treasurer, 
improve the timeliness of annual and quarterly financial reporting by the Treasurer and annual 
reporting by government departments. 

Hon George Cash made some comments about those words with which I agree.  It is always important to 
carefully scrutinise when streamlining might mean cutting corners, and whether streamlining is appropriate.  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 23 June 2005] 

 p3271b-3281a 
Hon George Cash; Hon Bruce Donaldson; President; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Deputy Chairman 

 [5] 

Timeliness is also a concept when we have to be assured that a fair and reasonable time frame is provided.  I will 
speak some more about that issue, because that is something the Greens are concerned about.  The report 
continues - 

3.2 The Bill also proposes amendments for three machinery of government items that were 
included for convenience.  These are: legislatively recognising the creation of the 
Parliamentary Services Department; altering the role and name of the principal accounting 
officer in departments and statutory authorities; as well as providing a process for disbursing 
the 27th fortnightly pay provision to government agencies for distribution to public sector 
employees which occurs in the 2004/2005 financial year and every 11 years thereafter. 

At this point I will make a comment about the inclusion within this bill of the provision for the disbursement of 
the twenty-seventh fortnightly pay provision.  It seems that this was the “hurry up” clause in the bill to try to 
ensure that the Parliament dealt with it swiftly.  It is not a mechanism or advice with which we are comfortable, 
because it includes the incentive that if we do not get this bill through then these public sector employees will 
not get their disbursements.  It was clear to me that this was somewhat of a disingenuous argument.  As I 
understand it, there were contingency plans to ensure that those payments would be provided in a timely way, 
even if the bill were not successful.  We could have either split the bill to have that issue of the twenty-seventh 
fortnightly payment provision dealt with separately and expeditiously, because it is not contentious, so we could 
have allowed a bit more time to consider the remainder of the bill, which contains some fairly major changes.  
The report goes on to state at paragraph 3.3 -  

3.3  According to DTF witnesses, public sector reform is needed for the whole of government 
financial reporting and individual agency reporting.  This need to overhaul the reporting 
system is as a result of the interplay between the Financial Administration and Audit Act 1985 
and the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000.  When the latter Act was proclaimed 
five years ago, its requirements were overlayed on the Financial Administration and Audit Act 
1985.  This resulted in a dual level of reporting.  Another area requiring reform is that DTF 
produces reports in the public interest which have no legislative requirement for them to be 
produced or audited.   

3.4 According to the Second Reading Speech, the Bill proposes, over a three year phase in period, 
to replace the current:  

•  audited, cash based Treasurer’s Annual Statements; 

•  unaudited Government Financial Results Report prepared on an accrual basis; and 

•  Consolidated Financial Statements;  

with one audited Annual Report on State Finances to be released within 90 days of the end of 
the financial year.  However, the Bill only proposes that the Annual Report on State Finances 
be released within 150 days.  There is an express provision for the Executive, by future 
regulations, to shorten that 150 day period but there is no express provision for a three year, 
phase in period.  The phase in period will be facilitated by Executive action . . .  

That is one of the key areas in which we seek to make amendments.   

The key concern of the Greens (WA) is the three-year phase-in period.  On my reckoning, that seems to relate to 
clauses 12, 18 and 32, in particular.  I apologise if I have missed any, but I think they are the key clauses in 
which this phase-in period is addressed.  I will initially refer to the committee’s comments on clause 12, with 
which I concur.  At page 11 of the committee report, paragraph 4.32 states -  

4.32 Clause 12 repeals Part II Division 13 of the Financial Administration and Audit Act 1985.  
Division 13 is headed: ‘Reports of accountable officers of departments’ and contains sections 
62 to 65A inclusive, the subject matter of which is: 

•  the accountable officer of a department submitting a copy of the financial statements and 
other information to the Auditor General, by 15 August;  

•  the accountable officer of a department submitting to the Minister an annual report by 31 
August; 

•  the Minister having to table the annual report and the Auditor General’s opinion within 21 
days of receiving the latter; and 

•  the accountable officer of a department applying for an extension of time. 

4.33 The Second Reading Speech states: 
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Our departments . . . have until 5th November . . . to table their annual reports in 
Parliament.  That is too long - the current timeframes do not facilitate timely 
provision of information to Members of Parliament . . . by our departments. 

Obviously, this bill seeks to redress that, and that is welcome.  The report goes on to say -  

4.34 Tabling becomes protracted when the timeframes available to the Auditor General to complete 
his audit opinion are considered.  

Further on in the report, paragraph 4.37 states -  

4.37 The OAG view is that the stepped statutory regime for annual reporting has led to the situation 
where the quality of information in the reports can at times be “. . . substandard in some 
cases.”  Mr Paul Jost, Executive Director, Standards and Quality, OAG, said that “the stepped 
approach is going backwards rather than forwards” because currently, an agency uses the two 
month time limit to say it “is not ready for the audit.”  Mr Barry Rowe, Director, Standards 
and Quality, OAG said: 

Without the dates, we could have an arrangement whereby we provide for the time 
that we believe we need and will give them [the departments] the time they believe 
they need.  We can negotiate and agree on time lines separately from those which are 
prescribed at the moment.   

4.38 Proposed clause 12 of the Bill repeals sections 62 to 65A inclusive.  Clause 18 then provides 
for the Minister to table the annual report of a department within 128 days.  DTF’s Proposed 
Phase in Period chart indicates that by regulation, the 128 day period will reduce to 90 days at 
the end of the three year phase in period.  However, clause 18 only provides for the capacity of 
future regulations to shorten that 128 day period.  There is no express reference to 90 days.   

4.39 Under clause 18, the tabling day for the annual report of a department will be within 128 days after the 
end of the financial year.  This is the same number of days as exists under the current stepped, statutory 
regime.  The OAG stated that it would prefer an immediate 90 day reporting timeframe rather than a 
phased in period over three years.   

That is a view that we support.  In this section of the committee’s report, the conclusions on page 13 were -  

4.41 The Committee notes the divergent views of the DTF and OAG witnesses.  DTF prefer a 90 
day period being phased in over three years to give departments time to adjust to the 
organisational change being proposed.  The OAG supports an immediate introduction of a 90 
day tabling period in the Bill and has no concerns about the proposed abolition of section 
93(1a)(b) of the Financial Administration and Audit Act 1985. 

4.42 DTF’s Proposed Phase in Period chart indicates that by regulation, the 128 day period will 
reduce to 90 days at the end of the three year phase in period.  However, the Committee notes 
that there is nothing in the Bill to compel Executive action in relation to a 90 day reporting 
period. 

There are two aspects to that.  I will reiterate the Greens’ position.  We agree with the Office of the Auditor 
General that we can move straightaway to a 90-day tabling period.  We do not necessarily agree with the 
suggestion that there is a need to phase it in over three years to give departments time to adjust to the 
organisational change being proposed.  Certainly, the information we have indicates that that change could be 
made immediately.  Significantly, there is nothing in the bill to compel the executive to take action regarding 
that 90-day period, and we cannot support that.  This bill should make it clear.  It should not be left to regulation, 
which is under the control of the executive, because there is nothing to compel the executive to specifically do 
that.  That is of concern.  I will certainly seek to make some amendments.  I note the amendments on the 
supplementary notice paper in the name of Hon George Cash, which similarly address the issue of amending the 
bill to require an immediate 90-day reporting period. 

The second part of the bill that deals with a phase-in period relates to clauses 32 and 34.  I will read the 
conclusions in the report.  With regard to clause 32, paragraph 4.60 states -  

4.60 The Committee supports the overarching principle behind the Bill of improving the 
Treasurer’s reporting timeframe for the proposed Annual Report on State Finances.  However, 
there is a divergence of views within the Committee on whether that 90 day period should be 
achieved by reliance on the Executive making future regulations or by the Parliament 
providing express, transitional provisions in the Bill. 

It is the same issue.  With regard to clause 34, paragraph 4.62 on page 17 of the report states -  
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4.62 During the Second Reading Speech the Minister referred to how the “. . . timeliness of 
quarterly reporting will be improved with the introduction of a requirement to table quarterly 
financial results reports within 60 days of the end of the quarter.  However, clause 34(2) of the 
Bill expressly provides for a 90 day release period, not 60.  Future regulations may shorten that 
90 day period but there is nothing in the Bill to compel Executive action in relation to a 60 day 
release period. 

That is the same concern.  The bill as it stands leaves that matter to the discretion of the executive.  We wish the 
provision to be express rather than left to regulation-making powers.   

My final comment concerns clause 35.  I note that the committee’s concluding paragraph on page 18 reads -  

The Committee notes that legislation may be proposed, the details of which is completed through 
regulations.  This has the advantage of speed but avoids scrutiny by the Parliament of what may be 
controversial provisions omitted from the parent Act but enacted subsequently by regulation.   

The argument is how much detail should be in the bill and how much should be left to regulation-making 
powers.  

The next major point is about the move from multiple Treasurer’s annual statements to a single annual report on 
the state’s finances.  I have discussed this in detail both during the briefing and with other members.  On the face 
of it, it seems that that move will mean a reduction in information and, therefore, less accountability and 
transparency.  I have been somewhat reassured that the information will still be available, albeit it will not 
appear in those particular documents.  I also acknowledge that this change will reflect the shift from cash 
accounting to accrual accounting.  The argument is that this is a more consistent approach.  I put on the record 
that the Greens (WA) have some reservations about this.  However, I have been somewhat reassured that the 
information currently contained in the Treasurer’s annual statements will still be available.   

Hon Murray Criddle interjected.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  That is right.  It is a very complicated area.  Only those totally immersed in the state’s 
finances are able to come to grips with them.  I have some understanding of bookkeeping and accounting -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Are you admitting that you are not an expert in this area? 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I am not an expert in this area.  It is not easy, even for someone like me who ran their 
own business, to look at the state finance documents and make sense of them and they remain impenetrable to 
anyone from the general public who has an interest in a particular department or expenditure.  However, I do not 
have any suggestions about how to improve that.  I am not suggesting that there is a deliberate plot to obscure 
the details.  However, it is an ongoing challenge to provide information that people can make sense of.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  They continually say how easy it will get.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  It does not seem to be getting easier.  I can remember having briefings along those lines 
especially when accrual accounting was introduced, which was meant to make things easy.  I question whether 
that has been the case.  

The final point I want to reiterate is including the twenty-seventh pay issue in the bill.  As I understand it, this 
provision would not have been in danger if the bill were not passed.  In fact, paragraph 3.2 on page 2 of the 
committee report reads -  

. . . as well as providing a process for disbursing the 27th fortnightly pay provision to government 
agencies for distribution to public sector employees which occurs in the 2004/2005 financial year and 
every 11 years thereafter.   

At page 6, paragraph 4.17 reads -  

DTF confirmed that in the event the Bill is not passed in time for the 27th fortnightly pay period, its 
contingency plan is to examine the Treasurer’s Advance Account and access the capacity of various 
agencies’ existing cash holdings to ensure the 27th fortnightly payment is made to public sector 
employees.  The Under Treasurer advised that the 27th pay would be met on time, irrespective of the 
passage of the Bill by June 30 2005.  

A contingency plan was in place, which is good.  It is a classic approach to put something in the bill that 
provides an incentive to and places pressure on Parliament.  It is advisable to try to avoid that, because then we 
can deal separately with the substantial issues that are not urgent.  In that way, the committee might have felt less 
pressured to report as rapidly as it did.  It might even have moved some recommendations.  However, it might 
not have done so.  It is not particularly good practice to apply that degree of pressure when it is arguable that it is 
necessary.   
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With those comments, I look forward to the committee stage of the debate.  Subject to the amendments I will 
move being agreed to, the Greens potentially support the bill.   

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Minister for Education and Training) [12.57 pm]:  
First of all, I put on record my appreciation for the work done by the committee.  It had limited time to analyse 
this legislation, but it has done a good job doing so.  I thank the committee members.  I note that there are no 
recommendations in the report.  I have taken note of some of the conclusions at each of the sections that were 
considered.  However, I was interested to note that the report did not recommend any amendments to the bill.  
Having said that, however, there are amendments on the notice paper.  I have been working with the members 
concerned and agency bureaucrats to achieve a positive outcome.   

The legislation considers the issues of reporting by the Treasurer, annual reports, the role of the principal 
accounting officer and the question of the twenty-seventh pay, which has been raised by members in this place.  
It is not my intent to go into great detail on any of those aspects.  The legislation is about simplifying existing 
reports and providing more timely reporting in addition to best practice reporting.  It aims to be more transparent 
and more accountable.  I note that Hon George Cash and Hon Giz Watson made mention of that during their 
contributions.   

The current situation involves high levels of transparency and accountability in whole-of-government reporting.  
However, we have a situation in which we are dealing with multiple and confusing reports.  There are too many 
reports.  There are few legislated time frames so these issues are handled administratively.  It seems to be a bit of 
a moving feast.  There is no legislative audit requirement and often the reporting is too late, much later than it is 
in other jurisdictions.  In summary, that means that the accountability and transparency of the process has 
decreased and distributing information into the public domain does not happen as effectively as it should.  Those 
who work in this area have been concerned about this for some time.  It is not unrealistic to bring forward 
legislation that aims to simplify the three conflicting reports into one, in addition to providing more timely 
reporting both at agency and whole-of-government levels and introducing working towards a 90-day time frame 
instead of a more than five-month time frame.  The government is prepared to accommodate members’ 
amendments.  However, further consultation may be needed before we move into committee.  

The objective of this legislation is also to ensure that we have best practice reporting, which means full accrual 
audited reporting, and that it matches practice in other jurisdictions so that we have consistency between 
jurisdictions.  Clearly we want a level of transparency and accountability that is higher than it has been in the 
past.  This will be brought about by audited reporting and firm requirement dates, in particular, dates for tabling.  
I am confident that the objectives of this legislation are very good.  Nonetheless, I will address some of the 
specific issues raised by Hon George Cash, and I thank him for his comments.   
Appendix 4 of the Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance report referred to by Hon George 
Cash sets out the information to be contained in the new annual report on state finances and the rationale for the 
structure and content of this information.  I also note the comment by the honourable member that, in future, the 
opposition will informally monitor the content of the annual report on state finances to ensure it provides the 
information required by Parliament.  The government is happy to go along with this because it too wants to make 
sure that the financial information being provided to Parliament is timely, useful, relevant and, above all, 
comprehensive.  
Question put and passed.  
Bill read a second time. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Simon O’Brien) in the Chair; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Minister for 
Education and Training) in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1:  Short title - 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  The house will be aware that I made some comments on the bill during the second 
reading stage.  On a number of occasions I referred to report 12 of the Standing Committee on Public 
Administration and Finance.  From some informal discussions between Hon Giz Watson, the Minister for 
Education and Training, who is handling this bill in her capacity as the minister representing the Treasurer in this 
house, and me, it appears that we will be able to move through the committee stage with relative ease on the 
basis that various issues that were raised by the standing committee have been resolved.  The opposition has 
made it clear that, although we will not oppose the bill, we will closely monitor the changes that will occur as a 
result of the passage of the bill.   
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I have indicated our support for the area of particular concern to the government; that is, the amendment to 
section 27(2) of the Financial Administration and Audit Act to enable access to the $105 million that is sitting in 
the twenty-seventh fortnight suspense account.  I am aware that that was a potential problem for the government.  
The concern was that if the bill were passed by the house next week and had to go back to the Assembly for its 
consideration and agreement, contingency plans would have been needed to ensure that the twenty-seventh 
fortnightly pay could have been provided.  I recognise that the Department of Treasury and Finance has already 
taken certain actions to determine the position of various departments on surplus moneys if the amendment 
contained in this bill were not agreed to.  Irrespective of that, the standing committee was advised by a treasury 
officer that the twenty-seventh fortnightly pay will occur notwithstanding that the bill might not be passed before 
it is made.  However, the members of the Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance were 
cognisant of the government’s position.  That is why the chairman of the committee, Hon Barry House, was able 
to table the committee’s report earlier than had been previously requested by the house, to enable debate on this 
bill to occur as soon as practicable.  That has been the case.   
The only clauses that I will need to speak to are those that relate to the amendments that stand in my name on the 
supplementary notice paper, issue 3.  I will no doubt also speak to the amendments that are in the name of Hon 
Giz Watson.  The opposition agrees with the amendment to be moved by Hon Giz Watson.  I am pleased that our 
informal behind-the-chair discussions have indicated that both the Greens (WA) and the government will support 
the amendments that stand in my name.  They could have been in the name of Hon Giz Watson, because we are 
after the same outcome.  The government may also be after the same outcome, but wanted to stage the process of 
achieving it.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 to 17 put and passed. 

Clause 18:  Section 69 amended - 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  I move - 

Page 8, line 23 - To delete “128” and insert instead “90”. 

The bill proposed to prescribe a period of 128 days in which reports are to be tabled in the house.  After 
considerable discussion, and recognising that the government wanted to stage the lowering of the prescribed 
period from 128 days to 120 days, and then from 105 days to 90 days, agreement has been reached that the 
prescribed period be 90 days, and that “90” appear in the legislation.  By doing that, there will be no need for a 
regulation to be initiated by the executive to reduce the prescribed period to 90 days, because it will be a fixed 
period.  It is important to consider proposed subsection (1a) under clause 18, which states -  

. . . or  

(b) the period after the end of the financial year prescribed by the regulations, 

whichever is the shorter period.   

The prescribed period will be 90 days, but we recognise that all parties would like a much lesser period to be 
achieved in the future.  I indicated earlier that the Australian Stock Exchange now requires reports to be 
published within 60 days.  It is hoped that in due course we can move towards a 60-day period for government 
financial reporting.  That is the reason for this amendment.   

I also indicate that the government would have had to initiate changes to the prescribed period provided in the 
bill.  There was no guarantee that that would happen.  All that the house would have been able to do was to move 
a disallowance motion on any regulation that came forward.  If the disallowance was carried, then of course the 
former position would again take over and that would not have been a satisfactory outcome given the intention 
of the bill and, indeed, the common intention of all parties.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  The Greens (WA) will support this amendment.  Indeed, in the second reading debate I 
indicated we would seek changes to this clause.  I noted that the amendment was already on the supplementary 
notice paper in Hon George Cash’s name.  As the amendment mirrors the Greens’ intention, we wholeheartedly 
support the amendment and acknowledge that by this Parliament prescribing a 90-day reporting period it does 
provide that certainty.  In addition, proposed subsection (1a)(b) does, by way of regulation, allow for that period 
to be shortened.  That regulation also will be subject to scrutiny of the house.  We are very happy with the 
amendment and support it.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  This seemed to be an area that the committee looked at quite extensively.  I 
understand that the Department of Treasury and Finance was keen to retain the 128-day reporting period as 
reflected in the original proposal, with a view to phasing it down to a 90-day reporting period over three years.  I 
understand there was a concern with that staging process.  Also, I understand that the Auditor General, in terms 
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of the workload of his staff and reporting on this issue, said that there should be no impediments with going 
straight to a 90-day reporting period.   

This amendment is acceptable to the government and I thank members for their cooperation in this matter.   

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed.   
Clause 19:  Section 70 replaced -   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I move - 

Page 9, line 20 - To insert a comma after “tabled”. 

Page 9, line 21 - To insert after the word “inability” - 

and the anticipated date the report will be tabled 

At page 9, line 20 I am proposing to insert a comma.  It is a grammatical insertion and is required because at 
page 9, line 21 it is proposed to insert after the word “inability” the words “and the anticipated date the report 
will be tabled”.  The reason for the inclusion of these additional words is that if the minister is unable to table a 
report within the required 90 days there is a requirement in the act for the minister to advise the Parliament of the 
inability to table that report.  The minister is also required to advise the house of the reasons for that inability.  
The present manner in which proposed new section 70 is structured, is that it would be possible for the minister 
to stand in the house and say that the particular department was unable to meet the deadlines required and the 
reasons for the inability could be - one could only guess.  There is no need for the minister, at the same time, to 
give an indication to the chamber of the date the report might be tabled.  Although the words proposed to be 
inserted are still in a general form, at least there is a requirement for the minister to advise the chamber of the 
anticipated date that the report that is unable to be tabled within the prescribed time will be tabled.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  The Greens wholeheartedly support this amendment.  I do not know whether I mentioned 
it in the second reading debate, but certainly we agree that the minister needs to provide a time frame within 
which the report can be expected, if there is a reason for the inability to table at a prescribed date.   

Perhaps if I have any comment to make, it is that Hon George Cash has been generous in including the word 
“anticipated” in the amendment.  We probably would have preferred the words “a new reporting date”.   

The amendment allows for some flexibility and I acknowledge that was expressly considered by wording the 
amendment in that way.  This is a great improvement.  Other than the fact that we would prefer a firm date on 
which the minister would table the report, this degree of flexibility is acceptable to us.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank members for their flexibility in this.  I do not think it is unreasonable 
because,  firstly, if the minister is not in a position to table an annual report within the prescribed period, he or 
she is already providing information to the Parliament that the report cannot be tabled, and, secondly, the 
minister will provide the reasons for that inability.  I do not think it is unreasonable that the minister in doing 
those things also indicates the anticipated date that the report will be tabled.  I think that is reasonable.  I thank 
honourable members because they could have gone for a heavy-duty model, but that could have raised questions 
about sanctions and what would happen if it could not be done.  I thank members for that flexibility because I am 
sure it will make it more workable.  We support the amendment.   

Amendments put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 20 to 29 put and passed.   

Clause 30:  Section 9 amended - 
Hon GEORGE CASH:   I move - 

Page 20, line 19 - To insert a comma after “report”. 

Page 20, line 19 - To insert after the word “inability” - 

and the anticipated date the report will be tabled 

This amendment deals with amendments to the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000.  The first 
amendment to insert a comma after the word “report” is a grammatical change.  The second amendment, which 
is to insert after the word “inability” the words “and the anticipated date the report will be tabled” is for the same 
reasons I gave for the amendment to clause 19.  Hon Giz Watson has recognised the need for the word 
“anticipated”.  The opposition would have been keen to obtain greater certainty in respect to when a report 
unable to be tabled within the prescribed period was to be tabled.  However, given that some difficulty would 
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have arisen for it not to be tabled within the prescribed period, there was a question whether it would be fair to 
impose on the minister a certain date because of the potential difficulties that would have raised.  As a result of 
that, as the minister indicated, the mere fact that the minister is required to state an anticipated date will at least 
give some indication to the house of when it is to occur.  No doubt, if it does not occur by that anticipated date, 
although there are no formal penal sanctions, the mere fact that it is raised in the house will be a clear indicator 
that some further action may be required in respect of the procedures of a given department or authority that was 
not able to produce the reports by the required time.  That is in part the reason that there is some flexibility 
afforded to the minister on those matters.  I should just say that when a minister does stand in the house and 
indicates that a report is unable to be tabled by a particular time, I would expect that the relevant standing 
committee of this house would take some interest in the reasons given for the inability to table the report 
because, as I have generally indicated, that could be an indicator of some systemic failing within the system of a 
given department or agency.  That is a matter that no doubt the Under Treasurer would be keen to explore and a 
matter in which the Parliament may wish to involve itself. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  The Greens (WA) support this amendment.  It is a carbon copy of the one we just dealt 
with.  For the same reasons we are very pleased to see this amendment and will support it. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The government accepts the amendment. 

Amendments put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clause 31 put and passed. 

Clause 32:  Section 14A inserted and amended - 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  I move - 

Page 21, line 6 - To delete “150” and insert instead “90”. 

Members will be aware that, having achieved a policy objective of a 90-day reporting period, clearly 
consequential changes are required in the legislation so that it reflects that 90-day policy position.  This 
amendment, consistent with the other amendments, will bring the reporting time to 90 days as a minimum.  One 
could have expressed it as “not more than 90 days”, but it is expressed as “90 days” certain.  However, there is 
additional provision in the proposed section for the period after the end of the financial year prescribed in the 
regulations to be a shorter period.  There is, therefore, great opportunity for the reports to be tabled in less than 
90 days.  Accordingly, I move that amendment. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The government is quite happy to accept the amendment.  It is the same sort of 
amendment that was put into the Financial Administration and Audit Act.  This is an amendment to the 
Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000 and we accept that keeping proposed paragraph (b) will ensure 
that 90 days is the absolute maximum. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I am sorry, the minister beat me to the call there.  I was waiting for the Deputy Chairman 
to repeat the question.  Suffice to say that the Greens (WA) support this amendment.  I may as well deal at this 
point with the next two amendments standing in my name on the supplementary notice paper.  Amendment 
10/32 is obviously identical to the one just moved by Hon George Cash and is, therefore, redundant.  I will not 
be moving amendment 11/32, as I have been assured that the previous amendment, changing the prescribed 
period of 150 days to 90 days after the end of the financial year, has achieved the same effect as my amendment.  
Amendment 11/32 sought to remove the option to change the period by regulation, as my concern was that it 
gave a degree of flexibility.  However, I am assured that the flexibility can be exercised only in one direction, 
and that is that the reporting period can only be made shorter, not longer.  I understand from advice given during 
the lunchbreak that it is necessary to provide regulation-making powers to achieve a further shortening of the 
period if it can be achieved.  I am therefore happy with this amendment and will not be moving the next two 
amendments on the supplementary notice paper. 
Amendment put and passed. 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Simon O’Brien):  Proposed amendment 10/32 falls by the wayside and 
amendment 11/32 will not now be moved. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 33 put and passed. 
Clause 34:  Section 16 amended - 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  This clause deals with section 16 of the Government Financial Responsibility Act 
2000.  The particular matter that we are considering is in relation to quarterly financial results reports.  It is 
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proposed in the bill that the quarterly financial results report be released within a prescribed period and the first 
prescribed period is to be 90 days.  I have explained that there was a policy decision in respect of the other 
annual reports that they should be provided within 90 days.  In this case, as we are dealing with quarterly 
financial results reports, rather than have a prescribed period of 90 days, the amendment proposes that they be 
released within a prescribed period of 60 days.  Secondly, as is already stated in the bill, there is an opportunity 
for regulations to be put in place which, as Hon Giz Watson stated in the previous amendment, would allow for a 
lesser amount of time to be prescribed.  However, as Hon Giz Watson said, the regulation can head only one way 
- that is, downward - and that is the way in which we would hope that the release dates occur in the future.  For 
those reasons, I move - 

Page 23, line 19 - To delete “90” and insert instead “60”. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clauses 35 to 46 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
Bill reported, with amendments. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith through remaining stages. 

Report 

Report of the committee adopted. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Minister for Education and Training), and 
returned to the Assembly with amendments. 
 


